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-~ ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to idéntify sociof
psYchoiogical differenées}in‘youths,whormay be at risk for
.joinihg qahgs; ‘Students from a local juﬁior high school
serﬁedias'partiqipants (N=415). It wés hypothesized that
thosé respéndents who repbrted beingrin a‘gang (gang member)
or had a desire~to bécome a gang member ("wanna-be" group)
would have a greater need‘fdrbcbmpanionship, protection, and
éxcitement than‘ﬁbn-gang'members., Additionally, gang
membersrénd'"Wanna;be’S" would‘réport having more family
problems and a greater number of fatalistic expectations
than non-gang memberé; MANOVA’S and folldw—up ANOVA'’s were
used to analyze the data. Results‘from\the guestionnaires
givén to the,participants supported all thé hypotheses.
Also, a substantial number of.reSpondehts>who were grouped
as géng membersvor "wanna-be’s" repofted having more family
‘members who were or currently are ih a gang thaﬁ non-
members. Reéults §lso indicated that participation in an
extra-curricular aétivity could help protect a yoﬁth from
becoming a gang members. Suggestions for future research

regarding adolescent gang membership are discussed.
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 INTRODUCTION
The street;gang is‘progressively‘becoming a force

"working’against established institutions'SUCh as family,
‘school, and churoh tovinfluence and misdirect adolescent
SSelf—identiflcation for an alarming number,of young people .
lwith problematic backgrounds; The youth‘gangs of today
oross'all socio-economic classes and ethnic groupS'(Morash;'
,1983, Moore, V1g11 & Gar01a, 1983, Rlley & Harrell 1990).
‘Dally there are storles in elther prlnt medla or telev151on
related to gang Vlolence. News events descrlblng gang
activities usually involve gang fights, drugs,»vandalism,
and often,‘murder, It is not surprlslng that our crlmlnal |
‘justlce system llStS youth gang crimes as one of the most
’serlous problems fa01ng our communltles today (Callfornla
Coun01l on Crlmlnal Justlce, 1989) p For those who become
1nvolved w1th'gangs, the gang functlons as a dr1v1ng element
"whlch shapes what a recrult thlnks about himself and others.

| A youth’s peer group is such an influential reference
group. and source of identity that the,nature of the crowd
with mhich an adolesoent affiliates with will impact his or
~ her behavior and self-concept (Erikson, 1968; Elkind, 1980)}
| Condry and Siman (1974) report that peers are a powerful and
possibly an underestlmated source of influence in the

5001allzatlon of a minor. A youth’s perception of his or



her appearance to a partlcular group of people, or a
'partlcular and s1gn1flcant 1nd1v1dual constltutes a major
',;ngredlent;ofathelr evolvlngvpersonal ldentity.. It contains

elements of how'they'wiSh'toobe seen?by other people. They

mlght be said to have as many 1dent1t1es as there are groups;'

I or s1gn1flcant 1nd1v1duals who they belleve have a

‘dlstlnctlve'way of'perce1V1ng then (Elklnd 1978).

: Much has been written about adolescent 1dent1ty

\formatlon. vErlkson (1968) sees the adolescent perlod as one
of a sequence of stages in the llfe cycle w1th a partlcular
,challenge or task to be met. For-the teenager, it 1S’the'

. challenge between "1dent1ty"‘and "1dent1ty dlffus1on" ~ In
-leav1ng behlnd thelr Chlldlsh roles, adolescents are thought

.‘to become preoccupled w1th f1nd1ng for themselves a

“-satlsfactory answer to the questlon "who am I’", They may

- try out a varlety of 1dent1t1es in thelr search for: answers,
'they seek experlence in dlfferent roles and through a
varlety of relatlonshlps. It 1s a perlod of self
rexploratlon through experlmentatlon.
Dav1s, Weener,_and Shute (1977) feel that the peer
’"1group is often the prlmary source for attitudes, values, and“
‘”behav1ors that serve as a mechanlsm for de0151on-mak1ng |
"They 1nd1cate that chlldren w1th a pos1t1ve outlook and a
J]pos1t1ve attltude toward thelr env1ronment w1ll respond more
.strongly agalnst peer pressure.n_In order;to understand

2



' padolescent development _1t is necessary to discern how
adolescents form their peer groups,}as well as to. understand
Twhat takes place w1th1n groups’ self—lmposed boundarles,
Brown and hlS colleagues (1988) report that peer groups
laffect the adolescent’s development and behav1or., They have
’concluded that although most adolescents feel pressure from
”thelr friends to behave in ways that are con51stent with

'their peer s values and goals, the spec1fic nature of the

, ‘pressure varles from one afflliation to the next.

‘ Most adolescents will. belong to a- peer group A
-minor-s.peer group is usually organlzed around a clique or a
‘ﬁsmall group, ranglng from two to twelve individuals who are

dgenerally of the same sex and age (Dunphy, 19757, »
.:fHolllngshead, 1975). BerndtQ(198l);reportspthat,adolescents.
~and their friends uSually 1iSten to the same'type'of music,
dresslsimilarly,"spend'theirhleiSurejtimé engaged invsimilar
dftYpes*offactivities,'and,share similar patterns of drug
;usage. In general, adolescents tend to»associate with
{peOple who are from similarvbackgrounds‘and who share
'bsimilar interests and activities (Dunphy, 1975; Elkind,
' 1978; YouniSs,n1980;.Elkind, 1980).. A peer group,vfor‘
finstance,'could be a team, ayclub, a neighborhood gang, or a
'small circle'of friends;l-Peer groups usually function under
an unwritten charter characterized by-similar goals of

}interests;'the same is true of street gangs.



In‘California, there are approximatelyléooesoo gangs.
Gang membership in Los Angeles alone is estimated at 50,000
‘(California Counciivon Criminal justice, 1986)

Increas1ng1y, adolescent gangs are us1ng automatlc weapons

- for the commission of gang-related crimes. One of the most
.frightening cr1mes committed in our‘streets is thev“drive-by
shooting". This occurs when one gang ‘seeks out the home,
vehicle, or "hang—out" of a rival gang Whlle us1ng a
varlety of automatlc weapons gang members drive by and shoot
:'1nd1scr1m1nately : In many 1nstances, 1nnocent people are
a001dentally and 1ntentionally wounded or kllled those who
are targeted are usually among the wounded or dead.

Desplte the crimlnal afflllatlon, street gangs are
‘currently acclaimed as powerful adolescent networks that
prov1des thelr members w1th camaraderie, a sense of purpose,
ﬁos001a11zation skills, and loyalty in the same way that
communal, professional, religious, and school-sponsored '
vorganiéations'do (Riley & Harrell, 1990). And, just as
adults exercise their liberty to choose partiCipation in any
‘organization, minors believe they also have that same right,
and are therefore inclinedwto join together in formal and
informal organizations, as long as they are not breaking the
‘law (Riley, 1991).

According to Vigil (1988), the‘older street youths

become the major socialization and enculturation agents for



new}gang'members. vThe'gang becomes a partial substitute for
the family by prOViding’emotional and social support
networks. Vigil}(1988) Suggests that the experience ofv
‘belonging to a gangwcreates a new social identity and
personal identity.' Muchvof the gang image and patterns,
‘that is, the dress,'gestures, mannerisms, language, walking
style, nicknames, and graffiti, becomes an important source
of identificationQ ’ For’street yOuths, the gang, with hoth
its goodband bad features, beComes a coping mechanism to

‘ relieve'SOcial presSures and to develop opportunities for
‘ personal fulflllment (V1g11 l988; Caughey, 1980) .
WHAT IS A GANG" " o

Dev131ng a clear deflnltlon of the term "gang" is one

“of the most vex1ng problems relevant-to gang research. Ever
since social-scientists,first begantto'studyggangs, the
definition of what characterized a gang has’heen'ambiguous,
One of the earliest and most frequently cited definitions of
a gang is that of,Frederick Thrasher (1927). Thrasher |
'defined'a gang asu"a group that forms spontaneously and
'without any special attachment to existing'parts of society"
(1927; pg._18).’ Gangs, according to Thrasher, are
'"interstitial"} they form in the‘“cracks" of the social
'fabric, at the boundaries of-societyb Thrasher believed
that confllct unlted 1nd1v1duals into gangs because it

fpr0V1ded common labels and common enemies. Thrasher s



-definiﬁion is.imporféht because of its influence on decades
of fesearch and'thinking_on gangs and gang activities;

6ther uses 6f the term "gang"fhave been very general.
‘The term "gang" has sometimes been used.to signify a group
of close assobiates or“friends, with no negative
implications,-especially not those implying criminal intent
(Bynum & Thompson, 1988). According to Lalli & Savitz
(1976), "the term ’‘gang’ has become a pejOrativé label
applied to a group of associated individuals who are
presumed to engage in "bad" or socially‘undesirable
behaviof; the term was not always negatively loéded, but it
has become a term of opprdbrium"-(pg.v411-412).

Yablonsky depicted juVeniie gangs aé "near groups"} He
stated that "delinquent gangs are portrayed as'being poorly
organized and ill;definedﬂ (1959, pg. 108). Hence,
Yablonsky characterized gaﬁgs as "lying on é.continuum of
social structures between well organized groups and mobs"
(Brownfield & Thompson, 1991, pg. 47).

On the other hand, Miller (1962) suggested that illegal
activity is a crucial element of the definition of gangs.
According to Miller, "a gang is a group of recurrently
associating individuals with identifiable leadership and
internal organiéation, identifying with or claiming control
over terfitory in the community and engaging either

individually or collectively in violent or other forms of



‘7:iliegal behayior" (1962, pg. 169) Miller’s definition
distinguishes gangs from frlendshlp groups, athletlc teams,
',:and the llke, and 1s ‘based on cr1ter1a used by crlmlnal
;yjustlce personnel who work with gangs (Campbell & Muncer,,
tf1989) : _ » - . ,
The lack of agreement on the deflnltlon of the term -
'"gang" 1mpacts what can be 1nferred about gang behav1or. If
too broad a deflnltlon is used then a w1de varlety of -
'igroups, such as college fraternltles, athletlc teams, play
groups, street corner groups, and other forms of soclal
"~groups can be deflned as. gangs, this broad deflnltlon .of
"gang" can result ‘in the assumptlon that gang act1v1ty is
e'much more w1despread than it really is., On,thevother_hand,
- a narrow deflnltlon could result in aggross miscalculation
‘offthe-full extent ofpgangvbehaV1orrin‘the United Statesg |
Dueeto the necéssity-of5a’CIeariand“fitting'definition;of-a
ggang, Mlller s deflnltlon w111 be adopted for thls
'1nvest1gatlon. |
"WHY DO SOME YOUTHS JOIN GANGS’I‘v
There has been some research 1n the’area of gangs and
~Nmuch.speculatlon as to what attracts youths to becomlng gang
members. Fagan (1989) has suggested that the de0151on to
joln a gang 1s a multlfaceted process that 1nvolves v |
fopportunltles more than actual recrultment by gangs.:,These

'nopportunlt;esvmaygbeveltherpsoc;al,veconomlcal,‘or personal



tflnvnature.,‘
Hochhaus & Sousa (1987) 1nvest1gated some youths’
'_initlal motlvatlon to becomlng a gang member. They
dconducted 1nterv1ews w1th nine gang members and found that
companlonshlp, protectlon, and ex01tement coupled with peer
‘lpressure, were c1ted as the major reasons for joining a
‘gangf "All nine subjects reported dlscrepanc1es between what
1wasbe§pectedvfromfbeing in a gang'and what was actuaily
‘ggained; During the interyiew,‘the‘subjects reported much
dismay over unmet expectationsﬁoffcompanionship, protection,
: and excitement. However, at the time Hochhaus & Sousa’s
(1987) study was conducted thelr subjects had experlenced a
- great deal of adver51ty in thelr school famllles, and with
‘Zthe law,ldue»tOuproblems revolving'around‘their’gang
,affiliation;_ As a consequence, these 1nd1v1duals may have
v1ewed thelr afflllatlon in the gang more negatively due to
the actual outcome ‘derived from their gang membershlp. Oon
the other‘hand, gang members who have:  escaped such adversity
may still find‘the companionship, protection, and excitement
that they seek

An extens1ve 1nvest1gation of the profile of gang
members was conducted by Frledman, Mann & Friedman (1975).
In their. study, they obtalned psychologlcal sociological,
& demographlc, and famlly background 1nformatlon on 536

\dellnquent youths._ The purpose‘of thelr study was to



determine distinguishing:factors which wouldﬂidentify the
typicai gang‘member{"The.primary’factorrthat they found‘to
differentiate‘gang¥members,from‘non—gang'members‘was a
‘pviolent‘disposition.‘ “Street gang members'reported»

substantially more Vlolent ‘behavior than subjects in the
istudy who were not affiliated with gangs" (Friedman, Mann &‘
kFriedman, 1975, p. 599). The second factor was the number
of expected advantages to be gained from membership in a
gang. As expected gang members highlighted needs such as
companionshlp, protection, excxtement, ‘and heterosexual
contact<(Friedman, Mann & Friedman, 1975).

Accordingvto,Eliiot,fHuisings & Menard (1989) and Vigil
(1988),,another;importantafactor in the,deCision to join a
-gang is the»influence.of.parents, siblings, and friends who
may have been or still may be gang membérs.valliot et al.
assert that the closer one is tied to gang members of past
or present the higher the probability of gang membership
(1989) . 'Vigil (1988) believes that early and consistent
»experienceseWith‘gang life constitutes a type of
preadolescent‘initiationvinto the gang.
in summary, for some youths, gang membership

facilitates the acquisition and affirmation of a self-
identity. The trade-off in making the‘group one’s ego ideal
is group protection, alleviation of fears, and a‘strong

sense_of‘emotional1bonding;or belongingness; In addition, |



:these individualsvare inclined to engage in many deviant
Vgroup activitiesfin order to act out frustrations,
anxieties, and.aggressions. Forwthese reasons, the need for
companionship, proteCtion, and eXcitement may be the primary
benefits expectedfand.the initial motivation for becoming a
gang members.v

hCOMPANIbNSHIP;' The desire for companionship is as
_natural as it is_healthy. In fact, this desire, which
begins invchildhood and oontinues through'adulthood,;often
leads individuals to embark on a search for a "kindred- |
_splrlt" friend. The need for companlonshlp among

- adolescents is crltlcal for self and group 1dent1ty and has

| . been shown to be a major dr1v1ng force among peers (Erlkson,

.rl980' Elklnd »1980"Thornburg, l973° Schave & Schave, 1989).
As: mentloned the peer group plays a predomlnant role in
adolescents' l;fe._ The adolescent is a socially curlous
"being’with'a perpetual drlve for companlonshlp and SOClal
‘interaction, while exhibiting a strongvdesire for peer
_approvai (Ihornburg; 1973, 1982). Othervresearchers’report
“thét friendships become an increasingly important source of
 companionship during the adolescentvperiod’(Youniss, 1980;

' Caughey, 1980; Bnrmesterv&'Furman 1987) . Vigil (1988),
‘suggested that companionship is of the utmostaimportance

- because a‘gang member’s group~becomes a replacement where‘

.social and familial support have failed.
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PROTECTION;V The protectlon a gang offers is qulte-
11tera11y a matter of life and death. Whether.adolescents7
 fears are justlfled or exaggerated ‘the need to form bonds
jw1th others to defend oneself agalnst phy51cal threat from
; outs1ders and\other gangs is as natural as it is tragic
(Moore,‘Vigi; &[Garcia, 1983;>Moore, 1991),;»Moreover,
‘protection by the”group confirms acceptancevby the group.

- Individuals vow to pay the supreme prlce for defendlng the
“honor and 1ntegr1ty of the group. And sometimes the supreme
vprice~is'death. | |

As the gang member galns a sense of protectlon, he or
she also acqulres a feellng of belonglng to ‘a group (Rlley &
Harrell 1990 V1g11 1988 Hochhaus & Sousa, 1987).v‘The
:gang'becomeS'a.seCOnd-"family;"’providing»great‘camaraderien
fand companlonshlp (Vlgll 1988) »_Some‘gang,members are
lterrltorlal and - flght over turf some aré”ﬁbré delinquent,
and others just randomly hate. Riley (1991) suggested that
gangvmembers appear to bevas loyal to,their‘neighborhood‘as
sports fans.areftoltheir hometown team. Loyalty is a highly
‘Valued asSet}»With:gang members becoming devoted soldiers
whose'commitment to»a‘cause-is often measured'in prison
.terms or spiiied,blood.(Riiey & Harrell, 1990).

EXCITEMENT; Witbin the context of a gang, a need‘for
.ex01tement is often synonymous w1th group members engaglng

in rlsky behaviors. Members are: able to "act out"

11



%inappropriate’behaviors and Often engagegin delingUent
activities either.individually orldollectiveiy, all for the
sake of making a’stand:for one’S’namevand'the'gang's
Ireputation. '"The fun‘forgsueh members.resuits‘not only‘from‘
ventlng aggre551on and a sense of adventure, but'also from
the emotlonal support that gang camaraderle prov1des"
(Vlgll'~l988 p 427) ' Addltlonally, theserlndlvrduals
engage in many obstlnate, deviant,groupVactivitiesvin order
to make known a gang’ s‘name. o |
| Another reason why gang members may have a-greater need

for ex01tement is because there is- generally a poor job
market‘for.youths,who have few VOcatlonal»skllls, few
, recreational_opportunities;[andrno resources~(National
Commission for‘Employnent7Policy, 1982).‘*YoUths with very
limited optionS'often-choose to‘"hang-out".with their
friends who shareva'similarvplight, and when they are not
’going;to schoOl.or“Working; opportunities are created for
the introduction of other activities and exciting
"alternatives in order‘tO’killbthe mundane rituals;
_However, Agnew & Petersonh(1989) found‘that when peers
"hang-Out" together, than this type of 1eisure‘activity-was
more p051t1ve1y a55001ated w1th dellnquency then s001a1
act1v1t1es.f; _ | |

FATALISM.’ The‘concept of fataliem ie another factor

»that is often neglected in gang research Yet7may'influence

12



“bgang'membership;7 Fatallsm portrays one’s expectatlons about‘
?;:the future and bellef that events are destlned 1nev;table)

".and determ1ned~by prov1dence. For many»young»peopie,'

‘ '»_fatallsm corroborates thelr preex1st1ng bellef that - 1t 1s :

btthelr duty to become a gang member.» It is the bellef that
»1t 1s 1nescapable to not jOln a. gang due to present s001o-eb
economlc condltlons whlch in- turn, dlctates and causes them
7to become the target of rlval gangs._ Gang members and
,potentlal future gang member who v1ewed their life chances
l';negatlvely would have llttle reason to defer present
gratlflcatlons in favor of future rewards. Gang llfe,
ftherefore,’would appeal mostly to those 1nd1v1duals who are
ﬁconfldent nelther about thelr adjustment to conventlonal
k.adolescence nor about” thelr chances as conventlonal adults;
Relatlves who also have gang related hlstorles perpetuate,
f'the bellef that 1t 1s one s destlny to jOln a gang (Elliot,
1989 V1g11 1988)

The serlousness and ublqulty of the '"gang problem".
Warrants onfgolng'research. There are many young peopiev
;from these same‘neigthrhoods who'resist and in some'cases,
escape, ]01n1ng street gangs - often at the risk of the1r
own phy51cal safety and emotlonal securlty,‘and there has,d
" been some speculatlon as to how they differ from those who
fjoln gangs. Addltlonally, much of what we know about gang

: behavior’and membersh;p has‘emanated from av"soc1al-v

13



strncturai"rtheoreticai‘perspective which has not-been.
~empirically testedl(Anderson, 1990;rHagedorn'1988; Harris,
v1988; Hirschi, 1969; Hochhausv& SOusa, 1987° Jankowskl,- |
‘21991; Sullivan i?éQ}'Lin Chin, 1990’ Taylor, 1990; V1g11
‘1988':Williams, 1989) It is therefore, the purpose of thls'
'study to emplrlcally 1dent1fy factors which delineate
dlfferences between those with the predllectlon to gangs and
.‘those who stay ‘out of gangs.

It is hoped that the spe01flclty and clarlty of the
attrlbutes 1dent1f1ed as s1gn1flcantly related to street
gang membershlpAw1ll-a1d 1n thefdevelopment of more
effectlve preventlve and rehabllltatlve programs ‘to reduce
the ‘destructive and ant15001a1 act1v1t1es of the juvenlle
fstreet gang. In order to‘help identify those d1fferences in
YOﬁths who may be at risk for joining gangs, the follow1ng_
hypotheses are proposed: | _ | |
Hypothesis 1: Those individuals who report a strong desire
“to be part of a gang or who are gang members will have a |
ygreater need for companlonshlp, protectlon, and ex01tement
_than non-gang members. , " h
?Hypothesis 2: Those 1nd1v1duals who report a strong des1re
bto be part of a gang or who are gang members will report
more family problems and stress than non-gang members.

ypothes1s 3: Those 1nd1v1duals who report a strong desire

to be part of a gang or who are gang members w1ll express a
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‘greater belief in fatalism thanrnon-gang members. 7
B It is expected that results will vary by ethn1c1ty on:
'the three hypothe51s. | -
'METHODS
»'SUBJECTS | |
The‘subjects in this-study were 415 adolescents: 196
‘males andi219 females. Their ageS>ran§ed:from‘1l to 15
years, with a mean age of‘13.03. All of the respondents‘
. were either:in the seventh grade (270.subjects) or the
eidhth grade (144 subjects). 'One hundred eighty-one
subjectshwere_Latino (43.6%),‘24,Were Black (5.8%), 14nwere
'Asiant($Q4%), lfl”were.White'k4i;2%)§ andeSoWere.other
‘(6 0%) . All subjects were. treated 1n accordance with the
ethlcal standards of the Amerlcan Psychologlcal As5001at10n.
MEASURES | -
In addition'to demographic information (e.g. age,
" grade, sex, ethnicity, number of siblings, habitation with
parents, hirth‘order, and duration of residence) and two
~ questions relating to being in a cang‘or desiring to be‘in ai
gang, ali subjects compieted the following.instruments:‘ _
Gang-Affiliationquestionnaire. Thislinstrnment was a-
modification of the queStions originally reported‘by
Hochhaus & Sousa (1987); In their study, questions were
answered durlng an interview; these questlons were converted

into a 24 1tem wrltten questlonnalre using a flve-p01nt
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'leert-type format ranging from 1= Strongly Dlsagree to
S—Strongly Agree. The wordlng of the questlons was modlfled
slightiyhto apply tovboth gang and non-members. In
»addition,,fonr questions’dealing"with fatalism’and,another
question pertaining‘tOSgang affiliation,were added. Since
‘anonymity was guaranteedrto reSpondents, there was no way to
verifyhindividual’claims of gang membership against external
sources of 1nformatlon. v | | |
Network of Relatlonshlps Inventory (N ) (Furman and
,Buhrmester, 1985) : ThlS 18- 1tem scale assesses six
qualltles of relatlonshlps' intimacy,’conflict
dncompanlonshlp, affectlon,'satisfaotion, and 1nstrumenta1 aid

with the 1nd1v1dual that the subject spends most of hlS or

~ her tlme w1th. Questlons were answered on a 5-p01nt leert

kscale ranglng from a’ low of 1 (llttle or none) to a hlgh of
5 (the most)., There were three separate questlons for each
vquality that were then averaged to_derlve.scale scores.
>Internai‘consistencies of:the scale‘scores-arefsatisfactory;
M Cronbaoh(s Alpha = .80 (Fﬁrman'and Buhrmester, 1985) .

| ndex of Family Relatlons (IFR)'(ﬁﬁdson, Acklin, &
.Bartosh 1980)s " The IFR_lS a 25-item‘scale-that measures
‘the degree or magnitude of‘problems in family.nemhers’
relationShips-as seen by the respondent. Reliability using’
coeffioienttalpha wasdestimatedvat r#.95, and discriminant

validity coefficient was estimated at 0.92 (Hudson, Acklin,
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& Bartosh, 1580)

Junlor Sensation Seeklng Scale (J SSS) (Perez, Ortet,
Pla’ & Simo' 1985) . This inventory 1s a 50- 1tem
questionnaire d1v1ded 1nto f1ve different subscales (10
items in each). The subscales were. Thrill and_Adventure
(TAS), Experience Seeking (ES), Dlsinhibition (Dis), Boredom
Susceptibility (BS), and Lie (L)\scale;, Test-retest
reliability was_approXimately r=.76, and construct validity
coefficient was estimated at 0.80 (Perez, et al., 1985).
PROCEDURE - |

The subjects were drawn from ‘a junior hlgh school in a
Metropolitan area in Southern california which was known for
its problematic gangs, vAdministratlve officlals and
teachers in these schools were familiarized With‘the study
and were asked to allow their students»to participate. With
their cooperation, students‘in particular classes were freed
tolcomplete questionnaires_during regular,class period.
Participation of'the‘studentskwas Voluntary.

Data collection tookuplace over a four-week period at
school. Informed'ConSent forms were distributed and read to
each of the participants. The Informed Consent forms were
distributed to parents/guardians and Were‘returned with a
tparental/guardian‘signature'WhiCh gave permission fbr the
'minor to participate in the study. Due to the fact that

“potentially incriminating information was obtained by those
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‘prartlclpatlng, no 1dent1f1able 1nformatlon which could

u;5~p0551b1y link 1nformants to the 1nformat10n,‘such as

f,51gnatures, was taken. In thls way, the anonymlty of thei'
Jpartlclpants was protected.

| RESULTS
‘Subjects were grouped based on the1r responses to the'
» follow1ng two questlons' a) are you a gang member7 and b)"
Cif not .would you llke to be a member of a gang’ Those ,"
1nd1v1duals who responded "yes" to the flrst questlon were
_categorlzed as gang members, those who responded "no" to
gang membershlp and "no" to wantlng to be in a gang were
"categorlzed as non—members, and those 1nd1v1duals who
'responded "no" to gang membershlp but answered "yes" or'ld
'"maybe" to wantlng to be 1n ‘a gang were categorlzed as
tammaberst.

Of the 415 students "‘that pai&ticipatéa 1n this study, 63
subjects reported be1ng in a gang, . 43 subjectsvreported that'
i;they wanted to. be in a gang, and 301 subjects stated that
Jthey were not currently in a gang and had no de51re to, 301n
one. The gang member s group con51sted of 44 boys and 19
g1rls, the "wanna-be" group 1ncluded 22 boys and 21 glrls;

'and the non—members group cons1sted of 124 boys and 177-

.;;glrls.

‘,GANG-AFFILIATED FACTORS

In order: to reduce the number of 1tems 1nvest1gated
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the 29 poss1ble motivatlonal 1tems for gang nembershlp were
factor analyzed u51ng a pr1n01pal components analys1s with
- an orthogonal rotation: for s1mple factor loadings. Factors
with eigenvalues greater than one were retalned. SeVen ‘
‘factors were extracted and accounted for 59 6% of the

variance. These results are shown in Table 1.

Insert Table 1 here.

After examinlng the 1tems that loaded 1n‘each factor, they
were 1abeled as follows. Factor 1- Fatalistic Expectations,
Factor 2-Companionship/Protection; Factor 3-Friend Reasons;
Factor 4—Thrill—seeking;iFactor 5fExtra-curricular
Activities; Factor 6-Relational Preference, and Factor 7-
"Feel Bad. |

These seven‘factor scores rather than the 29 possible

motivational‘items, were used as dependent variables in the
analyses. All the items that fell within a given factor and
had a loading greater than 0.5 were summed in order to
obtain each subject’s total score on the factor. Items with
- factor loadings less than 0.5 were not used in computing
factor scores{ Higher scores on the items meant that the
'subject assigned greater importance to that factor.

| ‘A MANOVA was performed in order to determine if gang

‘members and "wannaébe’s"‘scored significantly different than
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non-members on the seven faétors described above. This
analysis yielded a significant (Hotelling’s T = 2.695,
F(14,770) = 74.124, p<.0001). Follow-up ANOVA’s are

presented in Table 2.

' Insert Table 2 here.

’.As,can be seen ihbTable 2; there were:significant
vdiffefences on all faétors. Post-hoc Tukey’s-HSD at p<.05
irevealed that gang members and "wanna-be’s" scored
significantly"higher'thén‘non*gang»members‘oh the—folloWing
faqtofs§ Vﬁfiéﬁa'Réésoné‘énd Relational Préferéncé.' N6n—
members scored significantly higher than gang'members on
EXtra—curgicular’ACtivitiesiand‘“wénhé;be’éﬁvscored
'significanfly hiqﬁér fhan“non;membefs'on fhe:feel Bad
faCtor.‘ »

It had been hypothesiZedvthat gahg members and "wanna-
be"vgang membér$ would.sqore:higher than non-members on the
'need fof companionship énd protection,v As can be seen in
the ANOVA for Faétor 2, the Companionshiﬁ/Protection factor

thét cohsisted of six ifems‘representing the need for |
companionship and protection among peers was significant.
‘Post-hoc tests indicated that gang members and "wanna-be’s"
~ indeed ééofed signifidantlyvhighérithan.nOn-members‘oh this

‘Companiqnship/Protection factor.
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It was also‘hypothesized that gang members and "wanna-
be’s" would score hioher than non—members»on the need for
excitement; ‘Factor 4, the Thrill-Seeking factor, was
composed of two items that represented the need for
excitement among peers. The ANOVA for this factor was
significant, and post-hoc TukeY’s-HSD'test ét (alpha)=.05
confirmed that gang members and "wanna-be’s" scored'
significantly higher than non-members on this Thrill-Seeking
factor F(2,403).= 60.48, p<.001.

FATALISTIC EXPECTATION

It had also been hypothesized that gang members and
"wanna-be" gang membefs would have‘higher‘fatalism soores;‘
than non-members. Factof 1; the Fatalistic Expectation
factor, was composed of sik itens thet were representative
of a commonly shared belief indicative of fatalism. As can
be seen, the ANOVA wae significant. Post;hoc Tukey’s-HSD
test at the (alpha)=.05 level indicated that gang members
and "wanna-be’sﬁ had a significantly higher fatalism score
than non-members.

The importance of companionship was also assessed via
" scores on the Network of Relationship’s Inventory (NRI).
Scores on the eight subscales were evaluated by a MANOVA
across gang membership, which was significant (Hotelling’s
T = .3601, F(8,391) = 17.601, p<.001). Follow-up ANOVA's

are presented in Table 3.
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Insert Table 3 here.

Post-hoc Tukey s-HSD tests at (alpha)—.05 revealed that gang ‘
members and "wanna-be s" scored hlgher than non~members on
all factors.vThus, hlgher scores on the subscale meant that
the subject reported a greater amount of that quality.

| Thrlll Seeklng was also evaluated us1ng the Junior
Sensatlon-Seeklng Scale (J SSS) ‘ leferences among the |
rgthree groups on the flvevsubscales measuring.the need for
ex01tement and thrlll -seeking were assessed u51ng a MANOVA
Wthh was 51gn1f1cant (Hotelllng s Tg = .436, F(1,397)
34.295, p<.001). ‘Follow—upiANOVA’s are,presented in Table

4.

‘ Insert'Table 4 here.

Post#hochukey’s-HSD tests at'(alpha)=.05 lndicatedvthatr
| gang'members and‘“wanna;be“ gang members scored |
i significantly_higher than nonémembers‘on the Experience
o Seeking (ES),‘Disinhlbition (DIS), Boredom Susceptibility
v:(BS),:and L1e (LIE) scale.v Contrary to what was expected
'gang members d1d not score s1gn1flcantly hlgher than non-
members on the Thrlll & Adventure (TAS) Scale.

Add1t1onal MANOVA’s were performed in order to examlne
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| for possible gender}and ethnicvdlfferences*on the‘factorsf_
from the‘J—SSS éuestionnaire. The result for gender~' »’.

vddifferences mas;significant (Hotellingis{TG?=';156,‘F(7;395)
d% 8;834,-p<.0001). 'Follow-up ANOVA’s are‘presented‘in Table

5‘

- Insert Table 5 here.

As can be Seen,:boyS’scored signlficantlyzhigherlthanwgirls
on FatalisticfExpectations Thrill-Seeking,‘and‘the'Peel Bad
'»factors. A MANOVA for ethnlc dlfferences was also
_s1gn1flcant (Hotelllng s . Tn v.196 F(21 1 103) = 3;439

lvp<,0001). Follow-up analyses are presented in Table 6.

. Insert Table 6 here. .

‘1fPost-hoc results 1ndlcate that Latlnos and Blacks scored
,s1gn1f1cantly hlgher than Whltes on the Fatallstlc
Expectatlons factor, Latlnos and Whltes scored s1gn1flcantly.
‘_hlgher than A51ans on the Thrlll Seeklng factor, and Latlnos
scored 51gn1flcantly higher than Whites on the Feel Bad
factor.l - o
FAMILY PROBLEMS . . v
In order to test the hypothes1s that gang members and ‘.f

"wanna-be’s" would have more famlly problems than non-ﬁ
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' members, a oﬁe—ﬁay.ANOVA'was perforﬁed oh the Index of
,Family.Relations,(IFR) questidﬁﬁaire; This was‘SiQnificant
(F(2,393) = 98.32,'p<.0001).‘ A poetfhoc analysis using
‘Tukey’s HSD with avsignificance level at .05 indicated that
‘gang members (M=68.70 and SD%i9.86) and "wanna-be’e" .
(M=64.50 and SD=18;92) scored significantly higher than non-
members (M=38.06 and SD=17.77).

A one-way ANQVA_wes,pefformed_ﬁo_testvfor.ethnic
differenees; ;ResuLts indieeted £hat there‘were,siqnificant
differeﬁces among.ethnic-groups,(F(3)362) = 6.644, p<.0002).
P0st—hoc test'ﬁsiﬁg Tukeyys4HéB With sigﬁifiCance le&el at 
.05 indiCatedethateLetinQé (M#48;?5,{SD;Zlf78) scored
siqﬁificantly higher‘fhan Asians (M=30.i9, SD=14.09), and
that Afrieen—AmefidansV(M%5§.15,‘SD¥28,61) ecdred
»significantly‘higheruthaﬁebeth”Whites.(M=43.06, SD#22.02)
and Asians. | | | FA |

‘A Pearson Chi'Square (Xa=136.40) on family members X
gahg membership yielded an interesting finding that‘is
important to mention. In this study, 46 of the 63 subjecte
ffom the gang member qfoup feported that a family member was
either currently'a gang member or had.previously been one.
‘Twenty-four of the 43 subjects who reported wanting'to be'ih ‘
a gang and 30 of the 301 subjeete'from the non-member group
admitted to having family members who were either past or

- present gang members.
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DISCUSSION

The purpose of this study was to investigate possible

‘differences‘and-simiiarities among gang members, "wanna~be"_
gang members and non-gang;members. Present results using‘a.
Scuthern California sample have generally suppofted'the
socio—psychoiogical hypotheses. . Gang members and "wanna-be"
gang members were found to‘desire more companionship from
peers, have a greater need for protection, and seek more
excitement-than subjects in the study who were not
affiliated With‘gangs. Gang members and "wanna-be’s" also
expressed a greater belief: in fatalistic expectations and
reported a‘highef-degree of family pfcbleﬁs than non-
‘members. These findings are consistent with those of
previous studies comparing the characteristics of gang
members (Elliot‘et al., 1989;vFriedman, Mann & Friedman,
1975; Hochhaus & Sousa, 1987; Riley & Harrell, 1990; Vigil,
1988; and Zuckerman and Link, 1968).

The hypothesized felationship between companionship,
protection, and excitement was supported among both gang
members and "wanna-be" gang members. The present study
replicated the previous finding that often, these qualities
were the primary reasons cited for initially joining a gang
~(Hochhaus & Sousa, 1987) and as the expected advantages to
be gained by joining a gang (Friedman, Mann & Friedman,

. 1975) .

25



Results of this study are consiStent with Vigil’s
bz‘(1988)'findings; He reported that gang.mémberé and "Wanﬁa—'
beﬁ gang members would have ajgréater heed for companionship
and protection than non-gang affiliated‘individuals because
the gang becomes a replacement when social and familial |
support have faiied for the individuél'(Vigil, 1988). By
committing one’s self to a'gang_and by complying with the
gang’s code of conduct, the group 6ften provides the
individual with opportunity forvpersonal, as well as éoéial
identity. The results of this study are also in accordance
with that of Riley and Harrell (1990), who suggested thét in
return~fof one’s commitment, avgang mémber/s\cémpanidns will
provide accepténée, personal sécufity, social Support,
bonding, aﬁd.stréét survival skills which Canioftén mean the
vdifference between living and dying oh the streets;

In this sﬁudy; géng ﬁembers and "wanna—be'sﬁ had a
greater need for excitement than non-members. These results
are in accordance with what other researchers have found.
Vigil (1988) suggested that, in conjunction with
companionship and protection,'a gang often provides a
rouéing sense’gf adventure and an "appropriaﬁe" (according
to gang standards) manner to vent frustrétions and
aggression. Zuckerman and Link (1968) found that
individuals with high sensation-seeking scores tended to be

more impulsive, more anti-social, and non-conformists.
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‘Farléy (1973)_postulated thét high sensation-seekers wére
3more‘likely to‘éngage'in:delinquent behaviors becaﬁée they
"needed higher.lévels'of'stimulation and came from
ehvironments with very limited opportunities in order to
satisfy stimulﬁs—seeking needs in’avsocially approved
manneﬁ".(White, Labduvie, & Bates, 1985, p§.198). While the
preséht study was not désigned_tévtest competing theoriés.of
delinquency,-its findings lend suppért to the notion that
individuals who have a gfeater need for excitement and are
Ihigh thri1l—seekers tend to be more delihquent and less
cbncernéd with adherence to’socialxnorms (Hindelang, 1972).

~ In this study, it is‘uncertain if family problems
prompted an adblescent to join a gang or fesulted from the
youth being in a gang. However, it is very clear that the,
gang meﬁbers and "wanna be’s" reported more family problems
and stress than their counterpart peers‘who'Were not
involved with gangAmembership;“Preseﬁt findings were
consistent with Vigil’s (1988) observations of the
relationship between family problems and self-reported gang
' memgership amoﬁg adolescents. Vigil stated that "gang
members generally share a background of family stresé and an
opposition toward‘many traditional pursuits of childhood and
adoleSCehée" (1988, pg.é?). It has been suggesﬁed‘by other
_résearchers that “poor family relationéhips predispose

youths to gang‘affiliation'and delinquency because there is
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~ . less parental control whlch 1n turn, allows for an 1ncreased"
1nfluence of the gang on the youth" (Frledman Mannl& | o
Frledman 1975 -pg 601) : As a result the gang takes on' -
many of the famlly roles and becomes a soc1allzlng un1t thatc
flllS a v01d left by famllles under stress.v‘ ” &
| The current study supported the predlcted relatlonshlp B
'of fatallstlc expectatlons among gang,:"wanna-be" and non-'
'gang members.' Fatallsm was shown to be a Very 1mportant j[
‘ d1st1ngu1sh1ng factor between the groups._ Results 1nd1cated ‘
'that gang members and "wanna-be’ s"‘con51stently scored
'hhlgher than non-members on the bellef in_ fatallsm. ‘
.vStlnchcombe (1964), postulated that 1nd1v1duals who held |
"negatlve expectatlons about thelr llfe would have llttle
reason to delay present gratlflcatlons 1n favor of future
‘ rewards. Therefore, some 1nd1v1duals would jOln a gang
because they have no good reason not to.‘ Thls p051tlon also )
supports Cohen’s (1955) analys1s that 1nd1v1duals who
experlence negatlve reactlons from the adult world |
'eventually come to depend on one another as sources of
gppos1t1ve support._ Hence, gang llfe would appeal mostly to
;those 1nd1v1dua1s with very 11ttle certalnty about thelrf"
‘chances as competent adults.' Bellev1ng in the ‘chance of-”
becom1ng a- successful adult empowers an 1nd1v1dual to re51stb
;.301n1ng a.gang | | |

’Theypresentxstudy hasvdemonstratedithat the interview
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guestlons used by Hochhaus and Sousa (1987) in their
1nvest1gatlon of gang membershlp can be admlnlstered in
~written format to both gang and non-gang afflllated
v1nd1V1duals. These questlons were also able to be’ organlzedffg

3r1n an orderly fashlon. From these questlons, a conslstent‘
"n‘pattern emerged between gang "wanna—be"; and nonegangm f

"members. ,Data 1ndlcated that gang‘membersdand “wanna-be's"

" have cons1stently scored hlgher than non-gang members- on

_almost all factors that were 1nvest1gated.@n |

An exceptlon to thls pattern occurred when non—gang
members reported belng 1nvolved in more extra currlcular
act1v1t1es than gang members and "wanna-be s" These
results suggest that part1c1pat10n in extra- currlcular
act1v1t1es may serve. as a buffer or protectlon from youths
301n1ng a gang Addltlonally, ‘more "wanna-be s" than non-—
_members reported feellng bad about. the group of frlends they
chose to hang around w1th. Itvcould’beythat "wannaebe s"
are dissatisfied W1thfthe1r.current, non-gang‘friends and
‘that is‘promptingvthem‘to want to join a gang. _Onnthe other
hand,.gangvmembers aid not report having bad feelings about
- their'peers; Therefore, it‘is suggested that "wanna-be’s"
" may be experiencing doubt and indeCision about solidifying.l
their loyalty to the group |
Whlle thls study has produced 1nterest1ng and valuable

.data, the results are llmlted.' A limitation with self-
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reporting gang status is that the item content of the
questionnairevisbapparent and subjects can therefore,,make
themselveS’be as gang or non-gang related as they wish;k
Another limitation'with self—reporting gang status exists
~due to the difficulty of'checking these reports against
external sources. ﬁoWever, it is our belief and expectation
vthat youths' will act in accordance to how they feel and
, des1re to bevperceived by others. Therefore, if they feel
like a gang member and desire to be in a gang with their
peers, then.their actionsvwill.follow.accordingly. The same
: holds.trueiforxgangfand*nonfgang{members.‘ Additionally,
:anotherﬁlimitationlisvthatvthe‘sanple size does‘notbequally
represent dlfferent ethnic ‘and gender groups. This study
did not have enough glrls participating or a balanced number
of subjects in each ethnic group. | |
Althoughbresults’indicated that gang members, "wanna-
be’s"fand non-gang members have different levels of needs on
a‘variety of sociofpsychological’factors, a different level
l'of‘analysis‘would be reguired to explain why some |
individuals become affiliated with gangs while others do
_ not. It is unclear from this investigation if these
differences initially prompted a youth to join a gang or
resulted from the 1nd1v1dual being 1n a gang - Since "wanna-
be’s" con51stently scored between that of gang and non-gang

members, results suggest that these factors may be causally
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related; Long1tud1na1 studles may prove to be benef1c1a1 1nf
»future studles on gang membershlp Addltlonally,_future
‘research 1nvest1gat1ng fam111a1 factors,'such as socio-
ueconomlc status, dlvorce, and chlld abuse‘are‘suggested
areas of concern for subsequent studles. :Also, replicatingi
o thlS study in dlfferent reglons may produce dlstlnctlve :
_results.' | | | |
In essence, the opportunlty fordgang 1nvolvementbseemed

d‘yto be prov1ded by the external soc1al env1ronment and the
,‘personal dec1s1on to jOln appeared to be governed by s001a1
'.3attachments and by self- 1dent1ty Although appllcatlon of =

dlnterventlons are beyond the scope of th1s study, perhaps

future 1nterventlons for gang deterrent should be directed
il’at schools and - famlly in helplng the youth form attachments
vo‘w1th both 1nst1tutlons and galnlng a sense of 1dent1ty

through more p051t1ve role-models.
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‘Table I. ROTATED SORTED FACTORS: GANG-AFFILIATED FACTORS

I. FATALISTIC EXPECTATION,;30.0% of variance

Retaliation as payback ; o .839
Bad things happen more o .814
My duty as a member .767
Get a tatoo .753
Do illegal things : ‘ .656
Advantages of a gang .576
II. COMPANIONSHIP/PROTECTION 8. 4/ of variance
Companionship ‘ : .703
Close friends = ' R .693
Get together _ .651
Protection . , ‘ ’ .636
Like friends o ‘ , ‘ ‘ . .592
Loyal to friends E ‘ .522
III. FRIEND REASONS, 5.2% of variance
" Friends help with family problems .730
Look for exciting things to do , .660
- Been with friends for a long time .589
Relatives group of friends .503

IV. THRILL-SEEKING, 4.4% of Variance
Do exciting things L .786
Get our kicks ' ’ .758

V. EXTRA-CURRICULAR ACTIVITIES, 4.2% of variance
Do after-school activities , ’ -.697

VI. RELATIONAL PREFERENCE, 4.0% of variance
Same race of friends .764
Quit hanging around I .609

VII. FEEL BAD, 3.5% of variance |
Feel bad about these friends .750
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Table II. MANOVA AND ANOVA OF GANG MEMBERS, "WANNA-BE/S" AND
- NON-MEMBERS ON GANG-AFFILIATED FACTORS: HOTELLING'S T 3
= ‘774,,F(7,391)=43’283, S o ‘ R

~ FACTOR Gang member Wanna-Be Non-Member = SS  F  p
: o . N=63 ©  N=43 N=348 ’
“Mean Mean Mean
1. Fatalistic 28.73 - 26.81 '11.94 19959.52 489.9 .001
: Belief : : ' Lo
2. Companion- 26.84 26.25 22.51 1307.15 = 45.5 .001
ship/Protection ‘ ‘ o '
3. Friend -~ 16.65 = 15.27  ©12.28 ~ 1176.27  47.1 .001
ReaSOns" Co g o S L
4. Thrill-  8.66 - 7.97 .  5.61 606.12 = 59.4 .001
Seeking : C : '
5. Extra- 1.87  2.53  2.89  55.77 12.4 .001
- Curricular ; e o S
Activities
6. Relational  7.87 7.23 6.34 135.01  13.1.001
+ Preference . ' cotn, T
7. Feel Bad 2.12 2.51 1.95 12.12 3.8 .022

df=(2,392) for each F above.
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Table III. MANOVA AND ANOVA OF GANG MEMBERS,"WANNA-BE’S AND
'NON-MEMBERS ON THE NETWORK OF RELATIONSHIPS
INVENTORY: HOTELLING’S T2

FACTOR  Gang-Member Wanna-be

Non-Member

Mean

= .360,

F(8,391)

= 17.600

Mean - Mean
Intlmacy 13.01 11.67
Conflict  10.71 8.65
Companioﬁ; 5lé}i§ o 11;32‘
ship T
SatiSfactibh 12.88 11;56
Antagonism 10'74;":  9.02
Nurturing 13.23 11.67
‘Admiration 12.93 11.58‘
Reliability 13.23 11.83

203 860

883.233
1169.967
707.542

" 357.289

366.244

1240.668

274.987

197.94 .

18.43

68.43

32.55

44.63

29.78

.001

.001

001

.001

.001

_........_....._._-___________________..,___'__-______-_-____..____.._v_‘____...._.._-

- df=(1.398) for each F above.'
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" Table IV. MANOVA AND ANOVA OF GANG MEMBERS, WANNA-BE’S AND NON-
: _ '~ MEMBERS ON THE JUNIOR SENSATION-SEEKING SCALE: ‘
HOTELLING'S T9 ;3.436, F(5,393) = 34.295

FACTOR  Gang-Member Wanna-Be an-Mémber ~ ss F  p

: Mean Mean ‘Mean ' :
Thrill &  4.571 5.604  4.735  1.421  .203  .652
-Adventure ‘ . S : '

Seeking (TAS)\

Experience 6.222 5.976 ~  4.467 163.396 52.290 = .001
- Seeking (ES) : - '
Disinhib- 6.793 = . 6.395 . 4.071 393.146 120.561  .001
ition (DIS) : IR A L o :
Boredom  6.222  5.976 ' 4.056 248.824 52.243  .001
Susceptlblllty ‘ v , : '
Lie (LIE): 8.380 8.279 5.955 312.135 62.170 .00l

af=(1, 397) for each F above. 
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Table V. MANOVA AND ANOVA OF GENDER DIFFERENCES ON GANG-
HOTELLING’S T® = .156,

AFFILIATED FACTORS:

Female
N=19
Mean

SS

- ——————————————— — —— — — — — — — — ——— ————————————— ——————————————————————

8.834

FACTOR Male

: N=44
Mean

1. Fatalistic 18.401
Belief '

2. Companionship 23.864

-+ /Protection

3. Friend 13.354

Reasons !

4. Thrill-Seeking 7.171

5. Extra- . 2.760
Curricular
Activities

6. Relational .6.875
Preference

7. Feel Bad 2.265

14.431
23.417

13.279

' 7.701

2.639

1584.191
20.132
.558

217.360

1.462

F(7,395) =
F P
23.547  .001
1.150  .284
.035 850
35.787 = .001
.609  .435
1.677  .196
10.257  .001

—— ————— —— — — - — - —— - ————— — — T —— — —— ——————————————————————————— — S — -

df=(1,401) for each F above.
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Table VI. MANOVA AND ANOVA OF ETHNIC DIFFERENCES ON GANG-

AFFILIATED FACTORS: HOTELLING’S TQ“

Ss

.19646,

"F(21, 1103) = 3.439
'FACTOR Latino  Black Asian
i ~N=179 _”‘N—24' e N=14 -
Mean S Meanh,,, ‘Mean
‘Fatallstlc _
Belief 18.36 . 20.08 13.69
Companionship S
/Protect- 23.78 .. 24.70 22.53
ion o o -
Friend
Reasons 13‘40 13.45 10.92
fThrill~» ‘ :
Seeking @ 6.64 = 6.37 4.61
- Extra-Curricular . o
Activities 2.53 2.20 2.76
~ Relational | o
: Preferenqe, 7.08 7.25 6.00
Feel Bad 2.27 2.20 2.38

. 1964.84

' 52.88

'df (21, 1103) for each F above.
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AP?ENDIX A
PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING:

How old aré~you?

. Sex: _ male ~female:

) What gfade are you in?

7th grade - § 8th grade __ 9th grade

. What is your ethnicity?

Latino 7’ Black Asian
White . : ___ Other
How many‘yeérslhaVe YOﬁ‘livedthere you arévnOW? - years

I live mostlg’With‘.,. o n ‘
____ mother _;;_ father"iv";;;_fboth‘méfhér and father
‘mother and»at’leaSt onefothér,adu1t relative |

father ahd at leaét one other adult relative
grandmother or other relative

__a person who is not é'relative

How many brothers (inclﬁding step) do you have?
How many sisters,(includingistep) do you have?
i am!the'... | - |

____loldest chiid-in_thé family

o middie child in:the family

youngest child in the family

'Are you a member of a gang?

If not, would you like to be a member of a gang?
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bAPPENDIX B

 Answer each item as carefully and accurately as you can by
c1rc11ng a number: .

10.

-11.

12.

13.

14,

15.

16.

17.

STRONGLY DISAGREE
DISAGREE

NEUTRAL

AGREE

STRONGLY AGREE

un»i»asp

I have a good relationship with'my'parents

1 2 3 4 5

I have a group of close friends

1 2 3 4 5

I get together often with my close friends
1 2 . 3 4 ° 5 ’ '
My group of friends provide me with companionship

1 2 3 4 S

My group of friends provide me with protection
1 2 3 4 '5 o ’

I like being with my group ofmfriende"

i1 2 3 4 s s
I am loyal to this group of friends
i 2 3 4 5 :

My friends and I have a group name that we are known by
1 2 3 4 5

I could qult hanglng around these frlends whenever I
want

1 2 3 4 5 -

My friends and I look for ex01t1ng thlngs to do when

~we get together

1 2 3 4 s

My friends help me with family and/or school related
problems

1 2 3 4 5

My friends and I have a turf that we call our own

i 2 3 4 5 . ,

I sometimes feel bad about having this group of friends
i 2 3 4 5 , .

There was an initiation into this group of friends

1 2 3 4 ‘5

The group of friends that I hang out with most often
are of the same ethnic group as me

1 2 3 4 5 _

I have been with this group of friends for a long time
1 2 3 4 5 .

Some of my relatives have been involved with the same

or similar group of friends
12 3 4 . 5
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1 STRONGLY DISAGREE
2 DISAGREE o
'3 NEUTRAL
4 AGREE
5 STRONGLY AGREE
18. There are a lot of members (25 or more) in my group of
friends ’ o
‘1 2 3 4 5

19. I am active in after school activities such as sports,
band, cheer-leading, etc.

1 2 3 4 5 ‘

20. There is sometimes peer pressure to do things within
the group
1 2 3 4 5

21. When me and my friends get together, we sometimes do
illegal things

1 2 3 4 5 ; -
22. I would get a tattoo of my neighborhood or group symbol
T 2 3 4 5

23. When I grow up I will live in the same or similar

: neighborhood as I do now, for the rest of my life
1 2 3 4 57 v .

24. I may be shot or stabbed by another group of people
because of a retaliation or vendetta as payback
i 2 3 4 5

25. Bad things happen more to me and my friends than other
groups of people

1 2 3 4 5
26. It is my duty as a group member to live and die for my
friends
1 2 3 4 5
27. I am a member of a gang
1 2. 3 4 5
28. I 1like doing things for "kicks'
1 2 3 4 5 :
. 29. I like doing things that are exciting even if its
- dangerous ‘ '
- 1 2 3 4 5 :
30. There are advantages to someone being in a gang
1 2 3 4 5 ‘ '

If you agree, then what are some of those advantagés
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31.

32.

33.

34.
35.

36.

- 37.

38.

How many tlmes in the last 2 months have you worn. gang_
colors at school? ‘ times

How many times in the last 2 months have you flashed
gang s1gns at school’ : tlmes

In the nelghborhood in the last 2 months, did anyOne
attack, threaten, or hurt you? R
yes S __no

In and around school, in the last 2 months, .did you

" threaten or hurt someone in. anyway°

yes o ... _. ' no

If the answer was‘"yes" to the above questlon, than was Q
it gang related? ‘
YeS o S .;;_ﬂdno
Has anybody in your famlly .ever, been in a gang before’
yes - . S no

If you answered'“yes" to‘the'aboveiqnestion, thenvhow_'
was this person(s) related to you? -

'If you are a. gang member than please 1dent1fy your

street gang by name - : ' and location
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kkk

- 10.

‘_nil;
S 12.
‘_13;p
15

16.

APPENDIX C

Please cirole;either:true or;false:"

I like a lot.of risky sports

TRUE  FALSE
I often wish I could be a mountain climber
, TRUE ~ FALSE
I would 1like to»go'scuba divinq
TRUE ‘ .FALSE
I would like to try parachute jumplng
- TRUE FALSE
I 11ke to dive of f the high- board
: TRUE = FALSE u .
I would llke to take up the sport of water skllng
TRUE ~ FALSE : :
I would dare to fly with a 'Delta’ w1ng (hang glldlng)
- TRUE - FALSE
I would pilot an airplane
: TRUE = FALSE

I Wouldfsall a long distance in a. small but seaworthy

sailing craft »
' “TRUE. - FALSE

I.would‘skl very fast down a hlgh mountaln slope
TRUE FALSE

I would 1like to explore a strange c1ty or sectlon of
town myself, even if it means gettlng lost

‘ TRUE: FALSE ' :
I would like to take off on a trip with no preplanned
or deflnlte routes or tlmetables

TRUE " FALSE ,
I would llke to make frlends in some ’far-out’ groupsv
TRUE . . FALSE ‘ .

People should dress in 1nd1v1dual ways even 1f the

_feffects are sometlmes strange

' TRUE R ~ FALSE : :

I 11ke to be d1fferent even if 1t annoys other people
' TRUE ,:j.“ FALSE T :

I llke to dlssect anlmals and do experlments w1th themv

TRUE S FALSE
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17.

© 18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31,

32.

33.

I would dare to. sleep in the street or in a publlc
garden ' :
- TRUE = FALSE

.I would dare to swim in a publlc pool or fountaln
‘ - TRUE FALSE o '
I like wild parties ‘
' TRUE FALSE
I llke to have new and ex01t1ng experlences and
sensatlons ' : ‘
’ TRUE ~ FALSE
I would swim at the beach
‘ TRUE : FALSE

I would llke to live in a country w1thout bans of any
kind - :
‘ TRUE  FALSE

I‘get bored seeing the same old faces
o - TRUE = - FALSE .
Ifcan't stand- belng in the same place for a whlle‘
'TRUE ‘ FALSE ‘

I can’t go a long time w1thout doing anythlng new

TRUE " FALSE

I,do not like people who always do- the same thing

v ‘TRUE o FALSE"
I get bored if I have to watch a movie that I have seen
before o
_TRUE ~ FALSE |
I do not like to go, out with people of whom I know in

vadvance what they will do or say

TRUE - FALSE » .
I usually don’t enjoy a movie or a play where I can
predict what will happen in advance

- TRUE FALSE A
I have no patience with dull or boring persons
~ TRUE FALSE | |
I do not like to go to the same place regularly
, TRUE FALSE
I do not like to always play the same games
’ TRUE FALSE

Sometimes I have been greedy by helplng myself to more

than my share of anything
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34,

35.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44.

45..

46.

47.

48.

TRUE FALSE

I have not always observed all the rules at school

TRUE '~ FALSE
I have taken thlngs that belonged to someone else
‘ TRUE . FALSE -

Sometimes I’ 've pretended not to hear ‘when someone was
calling me : '

, TRUE  FALSE
Sometlmes I talk when older people are talklng g
' TRUE . FALSE ' .
I have sald bad thlngs about someone before o
E "TRUE  FALSE -
I am not always qulet in class
' TRUE: . FALSE

Sometimes: I’ve eaten more sweets that the amount I was
allowed to -
TRUE =~ FALSE

Sometimes I have wanted to play truant from school
TRUE ‘ FALSE
Sometimes I cheat in games
~ TRUE _FALSE .
I have done some th1ngs that are con51dered illegal. "
TRUE FALSE
I like to do rlsky things
TRUE FALSE
I am faithful to my girlfriend or boyfrlend
TRUE FALSE
I like to get_"loosened" up
| 'TRUE FALSE

- I like to do things that are bad for me

- TRUE FALSE
I like to have more than one glrlfrlend or boyfriend at
the same time
TRUE FALSE
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'APPENDIX‘D"

The next questlons ask about your frlendshlp w1th the person
you hang. out w1th the most°

First name of person ,
Sex of person ;‘ v ’Relationship'

Answer ~each 1tem as carefully and accurately as you can by
c1rc11ng a number:

1 LITTLE OR NONE
2  SOMEWHAT

3 VERY MUCH

4 EXTREMELY MUCH
5 THE MOST

1. 'How much time do you spend with this person?
1 2 3 4 - 5
2. How much do you and this person get upset with or
B mad at each other? ‘
1 2 3 4 5 -
3. How- satlsfled are you with your relatlonshlp w1th
this person"'

1 2 3 . 4 5
4. How much do you and this person get on each other’s
© nerves? oo N ' ’
1 -2 3 4 5 _
5. How much do you tell this person everything?
1 2 3 4 -5

6. How much do ‘you help this person w1th thlngs he/she
can’t do by him/herself?
1 2 3 4 5
7. How much does this person treat you like you’re
admired and respected?
. 1 2 .3 4 5
8. How sure are you that this relatlonshlp w1ll last no
- matter what?

1 -2 = 3 4 5
9. How much do you play around and have fun with this
person?
1 2 : 3 -4 5
10. How much do you quarrel/disagree with-this person?
1 2 3 4 5

11. How happy are you with the way thlngs are between
you and this person?
1 2 3 4 5 , -
12. How much do you and this person get annoyed with
~each other’s behavior?
1 2 3 4 5
13. How much do you share your secrets and private
- feelings with this person?
1 2 3 4 5
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14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

. 240

How much

. LITTLE OR NONE
2 SOMEWHAT
3 VERY MUCH
4  EXTREMELY MUCH
5 THE MOST

do you protect or look out for this person?
3 4 5 ’

does this person treat you like you’re

good at many things?

1 - 2
How much
1 2
How sure
in splte
1 2

-3 4 5
are you that your relatlonshlp w111 last
of fights?
3 4 5

How often do you go places and do enjoyable things -

1 2

"How much
1 2 .

How good

1 2

How much
another?

How much
that you

,1 o 2
. How much

1 2
How much

How sure

with this person?

.3 4 5

do you argue with this person?

is your relationship with this person?
'3 .4 . 5 ’ R

do you and this person*hassle or hég one

3 4 5
do you talk to thls person about thlngs
don’t want others to know?

_ 3 4 - s
do you take'care of this person?
3 4 5

does this person like or approve of the

’vthlngs you do?
-1 2

3 4 s
are you that your relatlonshlp will continue

in the years to come?

1 2

3 4 5
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APPENDIX E
. Answer each item as carefully and accurately as you can by
c1rc11ng a number

-Rarely'or none of the time -
A little of the time '
‘Some of the time ‘

A good part of the time
Most or all of the time

NdWN R

1. The members of my family really care about each other

1 2 3 4 5

2. I think my family is terrific
1 2 3 4 s

3. My family gets on my nerves
1 2 3 4 5

4. I really enjoy my family

1 2 3 4 5

5. I can really depend on my family
1 2 3 4 5

6. I really do not care to be around my family
1 2 3 4 5 '

7. I wish I wés»not part of this family
1 2 3 4 5

8. I get‘aiong well with my family

o 2 3 4 5

9. Members of my familybargUe too much
1 2 3 4 5

10. There is no sense of closeness in my family
1 2 3 4 5

11. I feel like a stranger in my family"
i 2 3 4 5

12. My fémily‘does not understand me
1 2 3 4 5 |

13. There is too‘much hatred ih ny family :

1 2 3 4 5

47



14,

160

17.

18.

' 20.

21,

ﬂzz.y

24.

25,

Rarely or none of the time
A little of the time
~Some of the time- '

- A good part of the time

Most or all of the time

Vs WNR

}Members of,my family are really good to onevahother

1 2 3 4 5

‘My family is Well*respécted,by thosé*who know us

N - | 4 5

There seems to be a lot of friction in my family
! 2 3 4 s '

There is a lot of love in my family

1 2 3 4 5

Members of my:fqmily‘get along well together
T 2 3 a4 s
'.‘19.‘.,

Life'ihvmy’familyiis generally unpleasant
My family:is a great joy to me
1 2 3 4 5

I feel proud of my family
1T 2 3 4 5

Other families seem to get along bettéf‘than'ours

1 2 3 4 5
23,

My family is a real source of comfort to me
. 2 3 -‘.4, R -
I»feel left out of my family

i 2 3 a4 s

My family is an unhappy one

1 2 3 4 5
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APPENDIX F

INFORMED CONSENT
DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHOLOGY

The following is a survey about you, your family, and
-the friends that you hang out with the most. The questions
on the other pages ask you to describe your relationship
with your friends and your family. :We are doing this survey
because friends and family may be 1mportant to you and may
influence you in different ways. If this is so, then we
want to hear what you think about then.

It w111 take about 15 minutes to finish answering the
‘questions. You are encouraged to fill out the survey only
if you want to - you do not have to. . Also, if you want to
stop answerlng the questlons at anytime, than that is okay,
too.

This survey is totally confidential - nobody will ever:
be able to trace your survey back to you or know your
answers. If you choose to participate than please sign your
name at the bottom of this page and tear thls page off from
the rest and give it to your teacher.

When you are done, then please give the survey back to
your teacher. If you have any comments or questions about
this study, than feel free to contact Dr. Elizabeth Klonoff
at (909) 880-5584.

Thank you, .very much!
I choose to volunteer for this study.

NAME:

DATE:
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APPENDIX G

DEBRIEFING STATEMENT

DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHOLOGY

This debriefing statement is to inform all volunteers
~who participated-invthe study of friendship and family
orelationships that the investigation has been concluded.

As volunteers, you were‘toid that’the focus of this
study was to examine the relationship with both your friends
and family members; We were partlcularly 1nterested in
factors such as companlonshlp, protectlon, ex01tement the
extent of problems that you have at home w1th your famlly
- and the7belief in’fatalism"(which means that:SOmething is
unavoidable and 1s g01ng to happen) We were 1nvest1gat1ng
‘how these factors may 1nfluence whether or not you are
,already 1n a gang or if you des1red to be in a gang.

Results of this study will be available in
approximately‘two months. You ar encouraged to contact Dr.

' Elizabeth Klonoff at (909) 880-5584 if you are interested in
obtaining the results of this study. Also, any comments'or
reactions about‘this‘Study are welcomed and are considered'
extremeiy benefioial to future research. Therefore, please

do not hesitate to call.
Thank you very much for your participation!
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